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Mr. DASCHLE. There is no question 

about it. 
Mr. CRAIG addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Idaho is recognized. 
Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, regaining 

my time, we are certainly going to 
have ample time to debate the budget 
and budget issues. But I did think it 
was important to respond to the minor-
ity leader as it relates to his overall 
statement today and what we have 
done here in the last month that I 
think was an effort to accommodate 
this President. Now it is the job of the 
Congress to get on with their business, 
and they will, and those priorities will 
be well spelled out, and we will con-
tinue our efforts toward a balanced 
budget and a reduced deficit which the 
President did not honor in his commit-
ment of his new budget, although what 
the Senator from Nevada has said cer-
tainly is a valid statement. The Con-
gress has participated jointly in that. 

f 

NUCLEAR WASTE POLICY ACT 
AMENDMENTS—MOTION TO PRO-
CEED 

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the motion to proceed. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, when it 
comes to establishing national prior-
ities—and I know what our President is 
doing in the area that I am about to 
discuss now—it is a great frustration 
to many States across our Nation be-
cause this President refuses—I repeat, 
refuses—to take a firm position and es-
tablish as a national priority in this 
country the appropriate handling of 
spent nuclear fuel and high-level nu-
clear waste in a way that is acceptable 
to the American people and commensu-
rate with the public law. 

So what I am about to speak to is a 
piece of Senate legislation that I and 
the chairman of the Energy and Nat-
ural Resources Committee introduced 
on this floor last year, and that we 
passed last year in the U.S. Senate 
with 63 votes—63 bipartisan voices that 
said that this administration was 
wrong with their policy, and wrong 
with their priorities when it came to 
honoring public law and the 42 States 
that felt it necessary that this Presi-
dent honor public law. I am talking 
about the expeditious and timely man-
agement of high-level nuclear waste 
and spent nuclear fuel. 

For all the right reasons, our Nation 
has spent a long time generating radio-
active materials—nearly five decades. 
Most of this material is the byproduct 
of two principal activities: National de-
fense operations, and commercial nu-
clear power plants. While it was our 
national policy for well over five dec-
ades that the Federal Government have 
oversight and primacy in the area of 
management and control of nuclear 
materials, it is no longer, tragically 
enough, a high-level policy of this 
country that is discernible by adminis-
trative position and by the clearness of 
administrative leadership. That is why 

we are here today on the floor of the 
U.S. Senate debating a timely action 
that this country must take to be re-
sponsible for the five decades of activ-
ity in the generation of high-level ra-
dioactive waste. 

What I am talking about clearly is a 
national concern. To ignore this re-
sponsibility would be unwise, irrespon-
sible, and in some instances, with re-
gard to taking timely action, unsafe. 

I am pleased now to rise in support of 
Senate bill 104, the Nuclear Waste Pol-
icy Act of 1997. As I mentioned, last 
year I and the Senator from Alaska 
were here on the floor with the Sen-
ators from Nevada debating a similar 
bill, although this year we have 
changed the bill some by actions in the 
committee itself and by possible 
amendments that will be made here on 
the floor during the course of the de-
bate and the final vote on this legisla-
tion. 

What we are talking about is the 
timely storage and disposal of spent 
nuclear fuel and high-level nuclear 
waste from our Nation’s defense pro-
gram and from, of course, the commer-
cial nuclear power plants. Senate bill 
104 creates an integrated system that 
will ensure construction of an interim 
storage facility and permanent reposi-
tory to manage spent fuel and high- 
level waste that is currently stored in 
over 80 sites in 41 States across this 
country. 

I have in the backdrop a map of our 
country that demonstrates the loca-
tions of reactors and storage sites, 80 
sites in 41 States. Yet our administra-
tion basically has had no policy for 
nearly two decades on this issue. 

We spoke as a Congress and we spoke 
as a people in 1982: That there needed 
to be a national policy and a national 
program. The legislation that we have 
before us, in my opinion, demonstrates 
that kind of critical need, and the need 
also to operate and respond in a timely 
fashion. 

Transferring nuclear waste from the 
many defense and commercial nuclear 
sites to a single Federal facility begin-
ning in 1998 was the intent of the Con-
gress and the President of the United 
States when the Nuclear Waste Policy 
Act passed in 1982. 

It became law. It was signed by the 
President. It was a national commit-
ment. It was this Nation speaking to 
the need to handle the kind of waste 
that I am talking about and to do so in 
a safe and responsible fashion. 

Unbelievably, we are less than one 
year away—just 9 months—from the 
date when the Department of Energy is 
obligated by the law that was passed in 
1982 and is obligated under contract, in 
response to the law signed and honored 
by our Government, to accept the 
waste. Now we have to come to the 
floor in the 11th hour and plead with 
this administration to come with us in 
the shaping of national policy to deal 
with this issue. Just last year the U.S. 
Court of Appeals reaffirmed the Fed-
eral obligation. 

The Nevada test site was selected in 
the early 1970’s as one of the sites 
under consideration for a geologic re-
pository. This site has been under 
study for now over two decades by sci-
entists and engineers. Here is a photo-
graph of the Nevada test site where the 
interim storage facility would be lo-
cated. Scientists and engineers at 
Yucca Mountain near this site where a 
permanent geologic repository for 
these high-level wastes would be placed 
have conducted the most thorough and 
comprehensive geological survey ever 
undertaken on any piece of property on 
the face of the Earth. 

Let me repeat that claim because I 
believe it to be valid. The site that we 
are looking at, the Yucca Mountain 
deep geologic repository, has been 
studied more thoroughly, more com-
prehensively, both from a geologic 
point of view, from a seismic point of 
view, and from the overall need to 
meet the certification process for it to 
be a permanent, safe, high-level waste 
repository—that site has been more 
comprehensively studied than any 
piece of real estate on the face of the 
Earth. During all of this time and all of 
the studies, nothing has been discov-
ered which would indicate that this 
site is unsuitable for use as a reposi-
tory. 

Because of the endless bureaucratic 
delays that have plagued the program, 
the Federal Government now says it 
will not have a repository operating 
until the year 2010 at the earliest. Re-
member, this was a Federal Govern-
ment that in 1982 signed the Nuclear 
Waste Policy Act committing by con-
tract to take the waste by 1998, 9 
months from now. Yet this administra-
tion and their representatives at the 
Department of Energy shrugged their 
shoulders and said, ‘‘Well, gee, the year 
2010 will have to do because we just 
can’t get there.’’ Yet the courts last 
year said ‘‘Wrong. Foul ball. Go back 
to home plate. You have to abide by 
the law.’’ And the Department of En-
ergy said, ‘‘Yes. You are right. We do 
have to do that. We recognized that.’’ 

This is 12 years after the Federal 
Government is contractually obligated 
to take title to and remove spent fuel 
from civilian power plants. Electric 
consumers and taxpayers have com-
mitted approximately $12 billion solely 
to study, test and build a radioactive 
waste management system. So when 
the Federal Government made its obli-
gation in 1982 to the taxpayer, but 
most importantly the ratepayer of the 
utilities that were generating elec-
tricity through nuclear power, and the 
Government owed this commitment by 
paying out money to build the facility, 
to do the siting, to do the studies, to do 
all of the test work and to have a facil-
ity ready to operate and receive by 
1998. That was a $12 billion commit-
ment and $4.5 billion of that money has 
already been spent. This chart will give 
you an idea of where the moneys come 
from. 

So, in other words, these were the 
folks that made the commitments. 
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These were the folks that signed the 
contracts. These were the folks that 
believed that the Federal Government 
was an honorable agent that would 
honor those contracts. And the courts 
just this past year said, ‘‘You are right. 
The Federal Government has to do it.’’ 
And the administration says, ‘‘Well, we 
can’t do it. In fact, we probably won’t 
be able to do it until 2010, or sometime 
beyond.’’ 

We enjoy the benefits of having the 
world’s most reliable and powerful 
electricity supplies to drive our econ-
omy. In supplying more than 20 percent 
of the Nation’s electricity, nuclear en-
ergy is part of the foundation of our 
Nation’s high standard of living and 
economic growth. Twenty percent of 
the lights in our country, of the indus-
try in our country, of the economy of 
our country, is fueled by nuclear power 
plants. 

Mr. President, here is the thing that 
frustrates me most. I am going to 
quote from the President of the United 
States, this President. This is the 
President who doesn’t have any idea 
how he will honor the commitment 
that the courts said just this last year 
he has to honor. This is the President 
who, in my opinion, has established the 
most antinuclear policy and attitude of 
any President since Harry Truman. 
Yet, this President this year in his fis-
cal 1998 budget request for the Depart-
ment of Energy includes the following 
statement. 

He says, or the Department of En-
ergy says, this President’s Department 
of Energy: 

[Nuclear power] plants represent a $200 bil-
lion investment by electric ratepayers and 
provide reliable baseload power without 
emitting harmful pollutants such as those 
associated with global climate change. 

In other words, it is this President 
who recognizes that nuclear power or 
electrical power generated by nuclear 
energy is the safest, the cleanest, and 
provides a huge investment of $200 bil-
lion. Yet, this is the President who 
shrugs his shoulders and says, ‘‘But we 
don’t know what to do with the waste. 
We do not have a policy. We cannot 
react.’’ 

I agree with the statement that I just 
quoted from the Department of Ener-
gy’s fiscal year 1998 budget. Nuclear 
power is a major generator. Nuclear 
power is safe. Nuclear power is clean. 
Responsible management and disposal 
of spent fuel from these plants is a 
vital component of the energy security 
of this country and is, in my opinion, 
the No. 1 environmental issue that we 
face. Managing the waste stream safely 
and soundly is the No. 1 environmental 
issue in 41 States at 81 sites across this 
country. 

S. 104 authorizes construction of an 
interim storage facility on the Nevada 
test site near Yucca Mountain. This fa-
cility will be constructed in full com-
pliance with the regulations of, and 
will be licensed by, the Nuclear Regu-
latory Commission. It is an interesting 
drawing we have up here on this chart 

that shows how simple the technology 
to store this fuel is, but what is impor-
tant to understand is that you do it by 
the rules and you do it by the science, 
the technology, and the engineering of 
the day. 

The interim storage capacity pro-
vided for in the legislation would stem 
the Government’s looming financial li-
ability in its current lawsuit with util-
ities. In other words, I have just en-
tered into a new dimension in this bat-
tle that we now have going over—how 
to be responsible and where to be re-
sponsible and when to be responsible as 
it relates to the appropriate manage-
ment of spent fuel and high-level nu-
clear waste. 

On January 31 of this year, 46 State 
agencies and 36 utility companies filed 
suit against the Department of Energy 
in Federal court. The lawsuit asks the 
court to order immediate action by the 
Department of Energy to comply with 
the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982 by 
beginning to remove spent nuclear fuel 
from reactor sites by January 31, 1998, 
as specified under the act. The Depart-
ment of Energy not only has failed to 
take any steps to fulfill this obligation, 
as I have spoken to earlier, but, rather, 
it has acknowledged it will not begin 
waste acceptance in 1998 and has solic-
ited suggestions on what it might do in 
light of this failure. 

Let me repeat. Here is the Depart-
ment of Energy that has basically said: 
We cannot do it, so tell us how to do it. 
Give us some ideas of how we, as Gov-
ernment, can honor the commitment 
that we have made under the law. 

Let me suggest to our Secretary of 
Energy and to the President that the 
way you honor the commitment is S. 
104. Don’t fight the Congress. Don’t 
fight a majority bipartisan effort here. 
Come with us, work with us in solving 
this problem as S. 104 provides. Not 
only does it recognize the commitment 
by law, but it recognizes the need to re-
spond in a timely fashion. 

Just last week our new Secretary of 
Energy, Federico Peña, met with nu-
clear energy executives. Despite the 
potential for billions of dollars of li-
ability judgments against his Depart-
ment, Secretary Peña and the adminis-
tration again failed to offer any con-
crete solution to this issue. Why did 
they fail to offer it? Because they do 
not want to recognize the need for S. 
104. They do not want to recognize the 
commitment they have made, or at 
least are responsible for under the law. 

In the course of this debate, you will 
hear and you have already heard the 
two Senators from the State of Nevada 
talk about the issue of transportation. 
Our opponents will raise the specter of 
a mobile Chernobyl. This fear- 
mongering is simply not supported by 
facts. 

Let me digress here to talk about the 
safety of transportation for a moment. 
In doing so, let me make this state-
ment. I have had the privilege over the 
course of my time in service in the U.S. 
Congress from the State of Idaho to 

deal with a lot of issues, all of them or 
most all of them were political, but 99 
percent of them are not just political. 
Some of them deal with economics. 
Some of them had differing opinions as 
to the engineering or the science or the 
technology involved in a given issue. 
But never have I dealt with an issue 
that, in my opinion, is exclusively po-
litical—not scientific, not engineering, 
not mechanical in any way. Because 
when it comes to the management of 
nuclear waste, none of those charges 
have any base to them. The only dy-
namics in this debate is politics. Where 
do you want to put the waste? Because, 
once that decision is made, our science, 
our engineering, and our technology 
knows without question that it can be 
effectively and responsibly stored and 
safely stored in an environmentally 
sound way. 

Those decisions were made—that it 
be a deep geologic repository. So, when 
it comes to the movement of that 
waste to that repository, the same ar-
gument holds true. The fact is, there 
have been over 2,500 commercial ship-
ments of spent fuel in the United 
States in the timeframe that I have 
talked about; the same timeframe we 
have dealt with the management and 
the handling of nuclear waste. There 
has not been a single death or injury 
from the radioactive nature of the 
cargo. 

Let me repeat. There has never been 
a single death or injury from the radio-
active nature of the cargo. 

What am I saying when I say that? I 
am saying that the integrity of the 
shipment vessel in which high-level nu-
clear waste or nuclear fuel was trans-
ported was never breached, even 
though there were some accidents. 
There is no other product or waste ma-
terial transportation in our country 
today that can make that claim—none, 
except nuclear waste. It has been 
transported more safely with no escape 
of radioactivity, and therefore no 
human injury resulting from it, and 
transported more safely than any other 
waste, toxic substance, or human- 
harming substance in the United 
States. That is a unique claim. 

The reason that claim can be made 
was the understanding at the front end 
of the need to transport this waste in a 
safe manner and the importance of the 
vessel in which it was transported in 
accomplishing this. 

Let me add to these national statis-
tics by describing the experience of my 
State, because my State receives high- 
level nuclear waste shipments. There 
have been over 600 shipments of Navy 
fuel and over 4,000 other shipments of 
radioactive material to my State. I 
will say that while some Idahoans re-
sist and speak out about these ship-
ments, none of them have been harmed. 
There has never been a spill. There has 
never been an accident that resulted in 
the radioactivity of the cargo being re-
leased. There have never been—let me 
repeat once more, for the record—inju-
ries related to the radioactive nature 
of shipments. 
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Why? Why the great record? Well, 

largely because of what I just said, be-
cause there was rigorous attention paid 
in the very early days, recognizing the 
need for safe transportation of these 
materials. In fact, according to the Nu-
clear Regulatory Commission, ‘‘The 
safety record for spent fuel shipments 
in the United States and in other in-
dustrialized nations is enviable. Of the 
thousands of shipments completed over 
the last 30 years, none have resulted in 
an identifiable injury through a release 
of radioactive material.’’ 

An example of this care and handling 
is the testing sequence to which spent 
fuel packages must be subjected. Once 
again, we have talked about the routes. 
You have seen the picture. Here are 
some examples of the kind of testing 
that has gone on to create the integ-
rity of the shipping vessel that allows 
me to make the claims on the floor of 
the U.S. Senate that I have just made. 
For a spent fuel package design to re-
ceive a license from the Nuclear Regu-
latory Commission, it must be dem-
onstrated that the cask can survive the 
following tests, in sequence: A 30-foot 
drop onto an unyielding surface. In 
other words, I am talking about a con-
crete slab; then, a shorter drop onto a 
vertical steel punch bar. In other 
words, dropping a vessel onto a steel 
spike, if you will, of the size that could 
fully penetrate the vessel; that it be 
engulfed in fire for 30 minutes; finally, 
submerged in 3 feet of water; and sepa-
rately, that the cask must not leak for 
1 hour under 200 meters of water. That 
is the rigorousness of the testing and 
that is why, of course, I can make the 
claims I made, that no spills have re-
sulted. 

To further ensure that this care and 
caution be continued, we have sup-
ported an amendment offered in the 
committee by our colleague from Or-
egon, Senator WYDEN. All shipments 
pursuant to S. 104 will be conducted in 
full compliance with all relevant Nu-
clear Regulatory Commission and De-
partment of Transportation regula-
tions, in addition to complying with 
the Department of Energy’s require-
ments for advance notification and 
emergency response. 

My colleagues from Nevada have 
been very vocal on this issue of trans-
portation. I would like to quote from a 
letter dated March 11, 1997, sent by the 
Western Governors’ Association, of 
which Nevada is a member. This letter 
went to Senator WYDEN, giving the 
Western Governors’ Association re-
sponse to Senator WYDEN’s transpor-
tation amendment that our committee 
accepted, that is now within S. 104. The 
letter reads: 

[Y]our transportation amendments to S. 
104, dated March 11, are generally consistent 
with the WGA’s adopted policies for the safe 
and uneventful transport of radioactive 
waste through western States. 

We feel that the committee action 
has strengthened the already substan-
tial transportation safeguards of S. 104, 
as introduced. 

The point of this whole comment was 
that not only had we made significant 
strides to ensure questions about 
transportation, because the vessel 
itself is not of issue, in my opinion, nor 
are there scientists or engineers that 
would argue it. 

The other question happens to deal 
with the general nature of exposure, 
and what is 100 millirems. We are going 
to talk about this in the debate. Al-
ready the Senators from Nevada have 
had this issue on the charts before us. 
I think it is important that we set ra-
diation exposure levels in context, so 
that we can compare them to exposures 
that we assume routinely in our day- 
to-day living. 

Mr. President, it is something that 
not all of us recognize or understand, 
but the fact is that we receive radi-
ation by just being alive under natural 
environments, whether it is your rela-
tionship in altitude and exposure to 
the Sun or whether it is the fact that 
you are encased in granite or marble. 
For example, we receive 80 millirems 
dosage on an annual basis by merely 
serving in the U.S. Senate. Why? Be-
cause of the general radioactive nature 
of granite and marble. That is the way 
our world is made up. 

In your State of Colorado, and in 
your city of Denver, residents receive 
approximately a 53-millirem annual 
dose because you live in a mile-high 
city where the air is thinner and your 
exposure to solar radiation is simply 
higher. It is the character of the envi-
ronment we live in. 

When I hear suggestions that we set 
exposure levels at 4 millirems for 
groundwater or setting a level of 15 
millirems, I am reminded of the quote 
I heard when this debate occurred ear-
lier. It talked about the differences of 
exposure in, again, Denver—and I do 
not know why they like to use Denver, 
CO, as an example—the difference be-
tween 4 millirems exposure for ground-
water and setting it at 15 millirems is 
a difference of standing up or sitting 
down in Denver, CO, as it relates to 
your relative exposure to radiation and 
the Sun. I doubt that anybody in the 
State of Colorado, or in the city of 
Denver, thinks that they are more ex-
posed standing or less exposed seated, 
to the natural environmental radiation 
that occurs there and has always oc-
curred there because of the altitude 
and the atmosphere. 

What I am trying to make here is a 
point that if you want to stand on the 
floor of the U.S. Senate and debate 
millirems in the 15 or the 4 context, 
you do not have a point. It cannot be 
made. It does not make sense, because 
you receive them in the natural envi-
ronment of Denver or you receive them 
in the natural environment by being 
encased in a building of sandstone and 
marble and granite right here in the 
U.S. Senate. That is the reality of what 
we have. That is the situation that we 
face. 

Support of S. 104 is coming from all 
quarters, including State and local 

government officials, public utility 
commissioners, newspapers, editorial 
boards, labor unions, chambers of com-
merce, national trade associations, the 
electric utilities, just to name a few. A 
similar measure, as I have mentioned, 
S. 1936, passed this body last year with 
strong bipartisan support. 

I know that many people would pre-
fer not to address the problem of spent 
nuclear fuel disposal. For this Congress 
not to address this problem, in my 
opinion, would just be irresponsible. 
We cannot let the source of 20 percent 
of our country’s electricity drown in 
waste, nor can we allow our Govern-
ment to default on contractual obliga-
tions that it has made. This Govern-
ment’s default would leave the tax-
payers of this country vulnerable to a 
financial liability as high as $80 billion. 

As I close, let me use these examples. 
The minority leader and I were just 
discussing budgets and who is on first 
and who is on second and who proposed 
and who has not proposed. The bottom 
line is we are all concerned about the 
budget and, most importantly, we are 
all concerned about getting it to bal-
ance in a responsible fashion and not 
doing so with major tax increases. 

Yet, if this Government walks away 
from its commitment under the law, it 
may well be placing itself in a liability 
environment that could equal upwards 
of $80 billion. How does that translate? 
That translates to an additional $1,300 
per family in the United States. On the 
dollar and cents costs, let me relate 
them to you as I understand them. 

If we do not assume the responsi-
bility and deal in a timely fashion, the 
cost of storage of spent fuel, because 
the courts have said to the Federal 
Government, ‘‘You will take charge of 
it. It will become your obligation,’’ it 
will start costing the taxpayers money. 
That cost could go as high as $19.6 bil-
lion. Return of nuclear waste fees could 
be $8.5 billion. Interest on nuclear 
waste fees, $15 to $27.8 billion, depend-
ing on the interest rates used, and con-
sequential damage for shutdown of po-
tential nuclear powerplants that would 
lose their storage capability and would 
not be allowed to license new storage 
capability could be upwards of $24 bil-
lion. 

When the bipartisan leadership of the 
House and Senate met with the Presi-
dent and the Vice President some 
weeks ago, our leader, TRENT LOTT, 
said to the President, ‘‘It is our pri-
ority to deal with the nuclear waste 
issue.’’ The President deferred to AL 
GORE and said, ‘‘It is not ours,’’ and the 
Vice President largely said, ‘‘Leave it 
where it is until the year 2010.’’ 

Eighty billion dollars and 2010? Mr. 
President, Mr. Vice President, wake 
up. Not only will the taxpayers not 
allow that, but the politics of this 
country will not tolerate that. We 
must deal with this issue, and S. 104 is 
clearly a way of dealing with it. 

The United States has benefited from 
the many uses of nuclear materials 
which have deterred a global conflict. 
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Our nuclear fuels now generate elec-
tricity in a clean, non-air-polluting 
way. Our generation now must take the 
responsibility that it has to properly 
manage spent nuclear fuels for the de-
fense program of our country and for 
the 110 commercial powerplants that it 
obligated itself to do so in 1982. 

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1997, 
the legislation that we are now asking 
for the right to proceed with on the 
floor and deal with in a timely fashion, 
S. 104, is the proper way to move. It al-
lows our citizens the comfort of know-
ing that our Government has acted re-
sponsibly to assure environmentally 
safe long-term storage and disposal of 
spent nuclear fuel and high-level radio-
active material. I hope that tomorrow 
evening, when we vote cloture that 
would give the Senate the right to pro-
ceed to debate on the legislation, that 
we can have the kind of overwhelming, 
bipartisan support of the type that we 
have received in the past. 

Mr. President, I believe we will get 
that support. I believe it because it is 
now time to deal with this issue. I hope 
that during the course of the debate on 
the floor of the Senate and action that 
will follow in the House, that somehow 
and in some way we can catch the at-
tention of this administration, to do 
what they are legally and contrac-
tually obligated to do, so that we can 
stand bipartisan, shoulder to shoulder, 
in a national policy that deals with 
this issue in a way that we can all be 
proud of. Then we can say to our fellow 
citizens, ‘‘Yes, when the Government 
makes a commitment, when the Gov-
ernment signs a contract, when the 
Government obligates resources and 
taxes it citizenry for a dedicated cause, 
that cause can be responded to in a 
timely fashion.’’ S. 104 allows us to do 
so, and I hope that by tomorrow 
evening we will have the support to 
vote cloture. I yield the floor. 

Mr. REID addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nevada. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, if I can ask 

the Chair, after we finish debate on 
this matter today, it is my under-
standing that, again, this matter will 
be taken up at 2:30 tomorrow after-
noon. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. REID. And there will be a vote at 
5:30 or 5:15? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. I believe 
it is scheduled for 5:15. 

Mr. REID. And the debate between 
2:30 and 5:15 is equally divided between 
the—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is 
equally divided between 2:15 and 5:15. 

Mr. REID. I recognize that my friend 
from Minnesota has been on the floor, 
and I will just take a few minutes be-
cause there are many things we can 
talk about during the time tomorrow. I 
will just say, so I do not have to answer 
today everything that my friend from 
Idaho propounded, that the $80 billion 
figure that my friend has brought up is, 
I suggest, maybe not modern math. It 
simply does not make sense. If in fact 
we are talking about saving money, the 

thing to do would be to leave it where 
it is. We would save not only the cost 
of the site of construction at Yucca 
Mountain and the proposed interim 
storage site of billions of dollars, 
maybe as much as $10 billion, but we 
would also not have the American pub-
lic frightened and concerned about the 
transportation of nuclear waste. We 
will talk about that more tomorrow. 

I will also say, tomorrow we will dis-
cuss in some detail the argument that 
because there has been nuclear testing 
there, we should also have nuclear 
waste; we will establish that is a clear-
ly erroneous and fallacious reason. 

Also, we will spend time tomorrow 
indicating how this legislation would 
wipe out environmental laws in this 
country, and that is the reason all en-
vironmental organizations in this 
country vehemently oppose this legis-
lation. 

Mr. President, there is a lot that we 
need to talk about with this legisla-
tion. As indicated, however, my friend 
from Minnesota has been waiting all 
afternoon. My friend from Idaho, my 
friend from Alaska and the two Sen-
ators from Nevada will discuss this in 
more detail tomorrow. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota. 

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. We are 
not under controlled time. 

Mr. GRAMS. Before I begin, I yield a 
few moments to the Senator from 
Idaho. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho. 

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 
Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that Kristine 
Svinicki, a legislative fellow who 
works with my office, be granted the 
privilege of the floor for the duration 
of the debate on S. 104. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Minnesota. 
Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I rise 

today in strong support of S. 104, the 
Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1997. This 
much-needed legislation, as has been 
outlined today, will help resolve our 
Nation’s nuclear waste storage crisis, 
help restore the commitments to our 
Nation’s ratepayers, and ultimately to 
save taxpayer dollars from the Depart-
ment of Energy’s failed policies of the 
past. 

Again, I applaud the majority leader 
and Energy and Natural Resources 
Chairman MURKOWSKI and Senator 
CRAIG of Idaho, for their leadership in 
moving this bill. 

Again, bottom line, our Nation can-
not afford further delay, and the time 
to act on this commonsense legislation 
is now. But for the Senate to fully ap-
preciate the gravity of the situation, I 
believe a brief summary of its history 
is in order. Since 1982, utility rate-
payers have been required to pay the 
Federal Government nearly $13 billion 
of their hard-earned money in ex-
change for the promise that the De-
partment of Energy would transport 
and store commercially generated nu-

clear waste in a centralized facility by 
January 31, 1998. However, with this 
deadline less than a year away and 
with over $6 billion already spent by 
the Department of Energy, there has 
been little progress toward keeping 
this 15-year-old promise of establishing 
a centralized Federal storage facility. 
In fact, though there has been measur-
able progress at the Yucca Mountain, 
NV, facility, a permanent repository 
will not be completed until well into 
the next century. As of today, nuclear 
waste is piling up at more than 80 sites 
due to the DOE’s failure to live up to is 
commitment. 

Clearly, if the DOE is to meet the 
January 31, 1998 deadline, it must begin 
accepting nuclear waste at an interim 
storage facility—that, however, has 
not yet happened. In fact, the DOE re-
cently notified States and utilities 
that it would not accept their commer-
cial nuclear waste despite the law and 
the Federal court’s effort to enforce it. 
Meanwhile, utility ratepayers are still 
being required to pay for a mismanaged 
program. In fact, over $630 million from 
the ratepayers go into the nuclear 
waste fund each year—without any 
tangible benefits or results to show for 
them. 

Our Nation’s utility consumers and 
their pocketbooks aren’t just hit once, 
either. Because of the DOE’s failure to 
act, ratepayers are currently being 
forced to pay their hard-earned dollars 
to store waste on-site at commercial 
utility plants—a burden that would not 
be necessary had the Energy Depart-
ment lived up to its legal obligation. 
Take, for example, the situation facing 
ratepayers in my home State of Min-
nesota. Since 1982, Minnesota’s nuclear 
energy consumers have paid over $250 
million into the nuclear waste fund be-
lieving that the Federal Government 
would fulfill its obligation to transport 
nuclear waste out of Minnesota. But as 
time went on and the DOE continued 
to ignore their responsibilities, utili-
ties in Minnesota and around the coun-
try were forced to temporarily store 
their waste within the confines of their 
own facilities. When it became clear to 
many utilities that storage space was 
running out and the Department of En-
ergy would not accept waste by the es-
tablished deadline, utilities then had to 
go to their States to ask for additional 
on-site storage or else be forced to 
shutdown their operations. 

For example, ratepayers in Min-
nesota, North Dakota, South Dakota, 
and Wisconsin were forced to pay for 
on-site storage in cooling pools at Prai-
rie Island in southeastern Minnesota. 
In 1994, with storage space running out, 
the Minnesota Legislature—after a 
bruising battle—voted to allow for lim-
ited on-site dry-cask storage until the 
year 2004. 

Mr. President, the cost associated 
with this on-site storage is staggering. 
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Ratepayers in the Midwestern service 
area alone have paid over $25 million in 
storage costs and will pay an estimated 
$100 million more by the year 2015, and 
that is in addition to the required pay-
ments to the Federal Government. 

To make matters even worse, storage 
space will run out at Prairie Island just 
after the turn of the century, forcing 
the plant to close unless the State leg-
islature once again makes up for the 
DOE’s inaction. This will threaten over 
30 percent of Minnesota’s overall en-
ergy resources and will likely lead to 
even higher costs for Minnesota’s rate-
payers. 

In fact, the Minnesota Department of 
Public Service estimates that the in-
crease in costs could reach as high as 
17 percent, forcing ratepayers to even-
tually pay three times: once to the nu-
clear waste fund, again for onsite stor-
age, and yet again for increased energy 
costs. 

And Minnesota is not alone in facing 
this unacceptable situation. Thirty-six 
other States across the Nation are fac-
ing similar circumstances of either 
shutting down and losing their energy- 
generating capacity or continuing to 
bail out the Federal Government for its 
failure to act. 

Ratepayers are not the only ones who 
face serious consequences because of 
inaction by the DOE. The taxpayers 
are threatened too. Last year, the Fed-
eral courts ruled that the DOE will be 
liable for damages if it does not accept 
commercial nuclear waste by January 
31, 1998. 

Under current law, no one at the DOE 
will be held personally liable for any 
assessed damages; the bill will go to 
the American taxpayers at an esti-
mated cost between $40 to $80 billion. 
Such a tremendous liability burden on 
taxpayers would make the public bail-
out of the savings and loan collapse 
seem small in comparison. 

What is worse is that while our 
States, our utility ratepayers, and the 
taxpayers are being unfairly punished 
by the Department of Energy’s inac-
tion, the Federal Government has been 
active in meeting the interim nuclear 
waste storage needs of foreign coun-
tries. 

Under the Atoms for Peace Program, 
the DOE has resumed collecting spent 
nuclear fuel from a total of 41 coun-
tries. Last year, the DOE completed ur-
gent relief shipments of 252 spent nu-
clear fuel assemblies from European 
nations to the agency’s facility at Sa-
vannah River. It has also accepted nu-
clear spent fuel from Latin American 
countries. 

Ultimately, as I learned during a re-
cent trip to the Savannah River site, 
which is down in South Carolina, up to 
890 foreign research reactor cores will 
be accepted by the DOE over a 13-year 
period. Again, up to 890 foreign re-
search reactor cores will be accepted 
by the DOE over a 13-year period. 

In addition, our Government is ac-
tively helping other countries reduce 
their nuclear waste stockpiles. With 

the Department of Defense spending up 
to $400 million on designing and con-
structing an interim nuclear waste 
storage facility in Russia to help dis-
mantle the cold war threat, the world 
will certainly be a safer place, if that 
happens. 

But, again, our Defense Department 
is spending $400 million to help Russia 
design, construct, and facilitate an in-
terim waste storage facility, but yet 
cannot do it in this country. 

Now, Mr. President, as a Senator who 
is concerned about our national secu-
rity needs, I understand the rationale 
behind reducing our international nu-
clear dangers. But what I and many 
others cannot comprehend is how our 
Government has made it a priority to 
help foreign countries with their nu-
clear waste problems while simulta-
neously ignoring the concerns right 
here in our own country. 

It seems clear to me that while 
States, utilities, and ratepayers have 
kept their end of the bargain, the DOE 
has not done its part. That sends the 
wrong message to the American people 
about trusting the promises of the Fed-
eral Government. Maybe that is why 
the National Association of Regulatory 
Utility Commissioners, 48 State agen-
cies and 36 utilities have now all joined 
together in a lawsuit to stop rate-
payers’ payments into the nuclear 
waste fund and to escrow $600 million 
that will soon go into that fund this 
year. Because too long, our States, 
utilities, and ratepayers have acted in 
good faith and relied upon the Federal 
Government to live up to its obliga-
tions. Evidently, they have had enough 
of the DOE’s excuses for inaction and 
have proposed their own recourse. 

This issue has created strange bed-
fellows as well. In a recent interview, 
former DOE Secretary Hazel O’Leary 
agreed that action on an interim site is 
needed as soon as possible. It is unfor-
tunate that Secretary O’Leary waited 
until she was free from the administra-
tion to openly support interim storage, 
but I think her comments are impor-
tant to remember as we attempt to 
protect our Nation’s ratepayers and 
taxpayers. 

In addition, Mr. President, the 
former head of the Office of Civilian 
Radioactive Waste Management under 
the Clinton administration, Daniel 
Dreyfus, also said that he believes the 
DOE must move to meet the January 
31, 1998, deadline. Key labor unions 
have even joined the fight to restore 
the DOE’s promises. J.J. Barry, presi-
dent of the International Brotherhood 
of Electrical Workers, recently wrote 
me, and he said, ‘‘I am calling on you 
and your colleagues to put partisan 
politics aside for the good of our Na-
tion and America’s workers and their 
families. We must address this problem 
now or else face serious economic and 
environmental consequences later.’’ He 
went on to say, ‘‘Please support pas-
sage of S. 104.’’ 

Despite this widespread support, the 
DOE has failed to offer an alternative 
to our legislation. 

Although the Department’s new Sec-
retary now admits that a Federal solu-
tion is needed to resolve our interim 
storage problems, he recently indicted 
in a meeting with nuclear utility ex-
ecutives that the DOE is still unwilling 
to move commercial spent fuel. In-
stead, the DOE offered a proposal to 
compensate utilities for onsite storage. 

Unfortunately, this proposed com-
pensation scheme does little but need-
lessly spend the taxpayers’ money 
while continuing the failed status quo. 
It signals to the ratepayers that the 
Federal Government has no intention 
of moving commercial nuclear waste in 
the near future, despite a Federal court 
mandate that it does. 

So again, who will pay for this? It 
will not be the new Secretary, Mr. 
Peña. It will not be the Department of 
Energy or out of its budget. It will 
gladly pay the fines, but it will come 
out of the ratepayers’ and the tax-
payers’ pockets in order to do this. So 
they are playing fast and loose with 
the taxpayers’ money once again. 

Moreover, continuing the policy of 
noncentralized storage facilities may 
lead to the premature shutdown of one 
nuclear plant in Minnesota—compro-
mising 30 percent of the State’s energy 
needs and increasing ratepayer costs. 

So again, clearly, leadership is need-
ed to restore the promises made to the 
American people. If such leadership 
will not come from the Clinton-Gore 
administration, then it will have to 
come from Congress. Senate Energy 
and Natural Resoruces Committee 
Chairman FRANK MURKOWSKI, Senator 
LARRY CRAIG, and I crafted a bipartisan 
proposal, again, S. 104, identical to leg-
islation supported last year by 63 Sen-
ators. 

We have put this proposal forward as 
a good-faith effort to help resolve this 
situation for the sake of protecting the 
legitimate interests of our ratepayers 
and taxpayers, as well as protecting 
national security and protecting the 
environment. Last month, the Energy 
and Natural Resources Committee 
passed this bipartisan legislation on a 
15 to 5 vote. 

Mr. President, Congress has an obli-
gation to protect the American public 
also from the estimated $40 to $80 bil-
lion that they face in liability ex-
penses, because the DOE has refused to 
act. 

Our bill will reform our current civil-
ian nuclear waste program to avoid the 
squandering of billions of dollars of 
ratepayers’ and taxpayers’ money. It 
will eliminate the current need for on-
site storage at our Nation’s nuclear 
plants and keep plants from shutting 
down prematurely due to the lack of 
storage space. And it will also help to 
maintain stable energy prices. 

Our legislation also assures that 
transportation of nuclear waste will 
continue to be conducted in a safe 
manner. 

For the interests of my colleagues, 
there have already been 2,400 ship-
ments of high-level nuclear waste in 
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our Nation, including numerous ship-
ments of naval spent fuel and foreign 
research reactor fuel. 

In fact, in these pictures behind me it 
illustrates the means by which ship-
ments of foreign-generated fuel are 
being transported to the Department of 
Energy’s Savannah River facility. The 
safety record of these shipments speaks 
for itself. 

They come into the Port of Charles-
ton, SC. They are loaded off the ships 
and on to rail cars, and then trans-
ported to Savannah River. That is 2,400 
shipments. And they have all been 
completed safely. And I think, again, 
the safety record of these shipments 
speaks for itself. 

Again, this is spent fuel that is al-
ready being shipped across the United 
States, so it is no longer a question of 
technology but becomes one of politics. 

Even so, modifications have been 
made to this legislation to further en-
sure that all spent fuel will be trans-
ported safely. 

Mr. President, for too long our 
States, our ratepayers and taxpayers, 
have been threatened by a policy, 
again, one of inaction. As passed out of 
the Energy and Natural Resources 
Committee, this legislation sets up a 
reasonable deadline for the DOE to fi-
nally live up to its promises. We can-
not, in good conscience, delay that 
deadline any further. It is unreasonable 
to ask the taxpayers to sacrifice any 
further for a department that has 
failed—a department that has failed— 
to do its job. 

So I am here today also to urge my 
colleagues to take a giant step forward 
in moving this legislation closer to 
Senate passage by voting for cloture 
and allowing the bill to be debated. 

Again, this is not a question of 
science. It is not a question of tech-
nology. And I do not believe it is a 
question of safety in transportation. 
But it has become a plain question of 
politics. Will the political decisions be 
made to allow this bill and the solving 
of this problem to go forward? I think 
this bill is the first step in that direc-
tion. As I said, I urge my colleagues to 
support this. 

I want to thank you, Mr. President, 
very much. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I suggest 

the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

PRIVILEGES OF THE FLOOR 
Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent during the duration 
of the consideration of S. 104 that floor 
privileges be extended to two more 
members of my staff, Jean Neal and 
Andy Vermilye. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

CLOTURE MOTION 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I send a 
second cloture motion to the desk on 
the pending motion to proceed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo-
ture motion having been presented 
under rule XXII, the Chair directs the 
clerk to read the motion. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
CLOTURE MOTION 

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby 
move to bring to a close debate on the mo-
tion to proceed to S. 104, a bill to amend the 
Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982. 

Trent Lott, Larry Craig, John Ashcroft, 
Dan Coats, Tim Hutchinson, Sam 
Brownback, Mitch McConnell, Conrad 
Burns, Frank H. Murkowski, Jon Kyl, 
Connie Mack, Spencer Abraham, Chuck 
Hagel, John McCain, Don Nickles, Gor-
don Smith. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, it is 
my understanding that under rule XXII 
this cloture vote would occur on 
Wednesday morning. It is my hope clo-
ture will be invoked on Tuesday and 
therefore this vote would not be nec-
essary. However, if cloture is not in-
voked tomorrow, I will notify all Mem-
bers as to when the second cloture vote 
can be expected. 

Mr. President, I now ask unanimous 
consent that the mandatory live 
quorum be waived. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that there now be a 
period for the transaction of morning 
business with Senators permitted to 
speak for up to 5 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

TARTAN DAY 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, as a result 
of the recent recess of the U.S. Senate, 
I did not get the opportunity to come 
to the Senate floor and recognize Sun-
day, April 6, 1997, as Tartan Day. This 
day is set aside to honor the millions of 
Scottish-Americans who have made 
outstanding contributions to our great 
country. 

This date has a special significance 
for all those of Scottish heritage. It is 
the 677th anniversary of the Declara-
tion of Arbroath—the Scottish Dec-
laration of Independence which was 
signed on April 6, 1320. 

This declaration of independence in-
cludes these inspirational lines: ‘‘* * * 
we fight not for glory, nor riches, nor 
honors, but for freedom alone, which 
no good man gives up, except with his 
life.’’ 

Mr. President, Scottish-Americans 
have left their mark as pioneers and 
innovators in the fields of science, 
technology, medicine, government, pol-
itics, economics, architecture, lit-
erature, the media, and the visual and 
performing arts. Their contributions to 
the history and development of the 
United States are invaluable. 

Some of these great past and present 
Scottish-Americans include: Neil Arm-
strong, Alexander Graham Bell, An-
drew Carnegie, Julia Child, Hugh 
Downs, Thomas Alva Edison, Malcom 
S. Forbes, Katherine Hepburn, Billy 
Graham, Brit Hume, Washington Ir-
ving, Robert MacNeil, William Holmes 
McGuffey, Andrew Mellon, Samuel B. 
Morse, Grandma Moses, James 
Naismith, Edgar Allen Poe, Willard 
Scott, Robert Louis Stevenson, Gilbert 
Stuart, Elizabeth Taylor, and James 
McNeil Whistler just to mention a few. 

Mr. President. Almost 11 percent of 
all the Nobel Prizes awarded have gone 
to people of Scottish ancestry. 

Mr. President. A Tartan provides an 
instant recognition of a family and its 
kinship. 

By recognizing Tartan Day we are 
commemorating all that is best in 
Scottish heritage. I believe it is impor-
tant for the Senate to pause, even if it 
is belated, and to recognize Tartan 
Day. I firmly believe it will further em-
phasize the many Scottish contribu-
tions to the growth and development of 
the United States. 

Mr. President. As I look around the 
Senate Chamber I see many who can 
claim Scottish ancestry. I see my col-
league and friend, JOHN MCCAIN. His 
family ancestry and my mother’s actu-
ally goes back to four Scottish families 
who migrated to Carroll County, MS, 
back in the 1830’s. I see others in this 
Chamber—JUDD GREGG and KAY BAILEY 
HUTCHISON, and there are many more. 
Every day the Scottish in this Cham-
ber live by the words in the Declara-
tion of Arbroath that I quoted—they 
are here to advance freedom. 

Mr. President. When our Nation was 
founded, almost half of the signers of 
America’s Declaration of Independence 
were of Scottish descent. Throughout 
the history of our country three- 
fourths of our Presidents have been of 
Scottish ancestry. This tells me that 
despite the fact they are few in num-
ber, Scots tend to take seriously the 
word from the Declaration of Arbroath. 

Many organizations were involved in 
making the observance of Tartan Day 
on April 6 a success. There are clan so-
cieties, clubs, and fraternal associa-
tions and individual Scots-Americans 
representing literally millions of 
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